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Alliances between Militant Groups

NAVIN A. BAPAT anp KANISHA D. BOND*

Instrumentally, militant groups should seek to maximize their power against governments by forming
alliances. However, studies in bargaining theory predict that alliances between militants would suffer
from commitment problems. This study seeks to identify the conditions under which militant groups
overcome these acute commitment problems and form alliances. Two game theory models of alliances
amongst militants are presented, the first capturing bilateral co-operation, and the second under
conditions of asymmetry. It may be concluded that while militants less susceptible to government
repression should prefer bilateral alliances, vulnerable militants are more likely to form asymmetric
alliances involving state sponsors. Following the theoretical predictions, the theory is tested
empirically using the UCDP/PRIO data.

‘The guerrillas are badly organized and poorly led. They have no sanctuary, no organized
army, no central government ...’
Zbignew Brzezinski, Reflections on Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan, 1979.'

By most accounts, National Security Advisor Brzezinski’s assessment of the mujahedeen
was correct. Throughout the Afghan War, the only element the collection of militant
groups appeared to have in common was their opposition to the Soviet Union.? Yet,
despite being clearly overmatched, the groups allied together and produced the necessary
military power to outlast the Soviets and force their withdrawal. For states in the
international system, this case clearly illustrates the danger associated with alliances
between militant groups. Given the potential gains in power, and the bargaining
advantage provided by multiple wings, it appears as if allied militant groups represent a
more dangerous enemy.’

* The University of North Carolina — Chapel Hill (email: bapat@unc.edu); and The University of
Maryland — College Park (email: kanisha@umd.edu), respectively. The authors are sincerely grateful to
Kristian Gleditsch, Mark Crescenzi, Sarah Croco, Stephen Gent, Errol Henderson, Doug Lemke, Will
Moore, Glenn Palmer, Todd Sandler, the Journal’s four anonymous reviewers, and especially George
Rabinowitz, for their exceptionally helpful comments. Data replication materials are available at http://
www.bsos.umd.edu/gvpt/bond/.

! Steve Coll, Ghost Wars (New York: Penguin, 2004), p. 51.

2 Drawing from studies in social choice, such as Richard McKelvey, ‘General Conclusions for Global
Instransitivities in Formal Voting Models’, Econometrica, 47 (1979), 1085-112; and Kenneth Shepsle,
‘Institutional Arrangements and Equilibrium in Multidimensional Voting Models’, American Journal of
Political Science, 23 (1979), 27-59, we define a militant group as a non-state actor consisting of N + 1
individuals with a distinct preference aggregation mechanism that engages in political violence. This
general definition allows the term ‘militants’ to refer to terrorists, guerrillas, insurgents, rebels and other
violent non-state actors, so long as they fit the definition of a group and are engaging in political violence
against the government.

3 David Cunningham, ‘Veto Players and Civil War Duration’, American Journal of Political Science,
50 (2006), 875-92; David Davis and Will H. Moore, ‘Ethnicity Matters: Transnational Ethnic Alliances
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Yet, despite these potential gains from cooperation, the historical record indicates
that numerous militants fail to form alliances, even when facing a more powerful
common threat.* For example, during the 1970s, the FARC and the ELN failed to
ally despite their similar ideologies and an unfavourable balance of power with the
Colombian state. Similarly, in the early stages of the American occupation of Iraq, both
Sunni and Shi’a militant groups appeared far more concerned about fighting each other
rather than banding together against the Americans. These observations raise the
question: why, given the potential gains in military power, do militants often fail to form
alliances?”

While banding together appears instrumentally rational, studies in the co-operation
literature argue that alliances often fail to form due to the commitment problem.® This
explanation argues that parties will not enter into co-operative agreements if there is no
expectation that such agreements will be fulfilled. Typically, states in the international
system develop expectations of credibility by believing in a high prospect for future
interactions, as well as positive signals of punishment for broken promises.’ In examining
militant groups, however, the modal group does not survive for extended periods,
nor does the group often possess the transparent structures needed to establish
credibility.® As a result, bargaining theory would predict that alliances between
militants would rarely form, and that, if they did, these commitments would be highly
unstable and prone to collapse. Yet, empirically, we observe alliances amongst militants
in several of the world’s conflicts, including those in Latin America, the Middle East,
Africa and Asia. Although bargaining explanations would predict instability in each
of these alliances, in a significant number of cases, militants do sustain co-operation,
despite numerous incentives to defect.

This study seeks to develop an explanation for alliances forming between militants and
provide empirical predictions as to when security co-operation between militant groups is

(F'note continued)

and Foreign Policy Behavior’, International Studies Quarterly, 41 (1997), 171-81; Andrew Kydd and
Barbara Walter, ‘Sabotaging the Peace: The Politics of Extremist Violence’, International Organization, 56
(2002), 49-80.

4 Daniel Byman, Deadly Connections: States that Sponsor Terrorism (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005); Gerard Chailand, Terrorism: From Popular Struggle to Media Spectacle (London: Saqi, 1987).

5> While the conventional definition of alliances requires a formal contract, we loosen the definition by
considering any security co-operation, be it formal or informal, as a type of alliance. This is necessary
largely due to the relative lack of codified agreements among non-state actors.

¢ James Fearon, ‘Rationalist Explanations for War’, International Organization, 49 (1995), 379-414;
Brett Ashley Leeds, ‘Domestic Political Institutions, Credible Commitments, and International
Cooperation’, American Journal of Political Science, 43 (1999), 979-1002; James D. Morrow,
‘Alliances: Why Write them Down? Annual Review of Political Science, 3 (2000), 63—83.

7 Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984); James Fearon,
‘Bargaining, Enforcement, and International Cooperation’, International Organization, 52 (1998),
269-306; Andrew Kydd, Trust and Mistrust in International Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 2005); Anne Sartori, ‘The Might of the Pen: A Reputational Theory of Communication
in International Disputes’, International Organization, 56 (2002), 121-49.

8 Audrey K. Cronin, Ending Terrorism: Lessons for Policymakers from the Decline and Demise of
Terrorist Groups (London: Routledge, 2009); Seth G. Jones and Martin C. Libicki, How Terrorist Groups
End: Lessons for Countering al Qaeda (Santa Monica: RAND, 2008); Kydd and Walter, ‘Sabotaging the
Peace: The Politics of Extremist Violence’, pp. 263-96; Stephen Stedman, ‘Spoiler Problems in Peace
Processes’, International Security, 22 (1997), 5-53; Barbara Walter, Committing to Peace: The Successful
Settlement of Civil Wars (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2002).
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likely to emerge.” Using two game theoretic models, we specify the conditions under
which militants form both bilateral and asymmetric alliances. The models demonstrate
that, while groups that are less vulnerable to government repression rely on the shadow of
the future to enforce co-operation, weaker groups require an enforcer to sustain alliance
co-operation. This enforcer often comes in the form of a state sponsor,'® which both
governs relations between weaker militants and punishes defectors. We next test these
hypotheses using the Uppsala Conflict Data Project/Peace Research Institute of Oslo
(UCDP/PRIO) data, and discuss the implications of this research for the study of violent
non-state actors.

BILATERAL ALLIANCE CO-OPERATION

Consider a hypothetical case of political violence between a government G and two
militant groups 4 and B.!' Operating alone, G maintains a power advantage relative to
both 4 and B in that it has international legitimacy, foreign alliances and is already
providing public goods to its population.'?> Additionally, G already has a functioning
military organization that is capable of collective action. By contrast, both groups may
lack membership and legitimacy, as well as face a need to create collective action to
oppose the status quo. Although they may be both individually weak, both 4 and B can
pool their resources to conduct a more effective military campaign than either would do
alone. This represents the logic of specialization and comparative advantage. Such
efficiency gains can be realized through security co-operation and co-ordination.'
To illustrate, consider the alliance between the Quetta Shura and the Hagqgani network in
the current Afghan conflict. Although the two groups appear to differ about what the
government of Afghanistan will ultimately look like, both groups seem to have benefited

° Throughout this analysis, we draw parallels between alliance formation amongst militants and
alliance formation amongst states. Although one could argue that these are different entities, we believe in
applying game theory, there is no qualitative difference between states and non-state actors. Whether
there is a difference is an empirical question, which we seek to address in our statistical test.

1% We define a state sponsor using Byman’s definition in Deadly Connections, which states that a
sponsor is a state that provides intentional assistance to a terrorist group to help it use violence,
bolster its political activities or sustain the organization. Though this definition focused on only terrorist
groups, Byman er al. used it in their study of insurgencies (see Daniel Byman, Peter Chalk, Bruce
Hoffman, William Rosenau and David Brannan, Trends in Outside Support for Insurgent Movements
(Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1999)). We take it a step further by applying it to the entire class of
militants.

1 We acknowledge that this model greatly simplifies these conflicts. It is possible that in some cases,
there are either more than two groups or more than one state involved. It is also possible that, in a
particular case, one of the factions may be a splinter group, or that the groups may co-operate under an
umbrella organization. However, to allow the models to develop clear empirical implications, we simplify
the model to three players, and assume that each group is distinct from one another. This substantively
excludes splinters from the analysis, though the analysis does speak to cases where various groups
consider whether to ally under an umbrella organization.

12 Mark I. Lichbach, The Rebel’s Dilemma (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1995); 1. William
Zartman, Elusive Peace: Negotiating an End to Civil Wars 1995-1996 (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution, 1995).

13 John A. Conybeare, ‘Arms Versus Alliances: The Capital Structure of Military Enterprise’, Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 38 (1994), 215-35; David A. Lake, Entangling Relations: American Foreign Policy
in its Century (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1999); T. Clifton Morgan and Glenn Palmer,
“To Protect and Serve: Alliances and Foreign Policy Portfolios’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 47 (2003),
180-203.
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considerably by pooling their resources to fight their formidable American adversary.'*
The comparative advantage of the Quetta Shura appears to be in recruiting local fighters
for conventional operations, whereas the Haqqanis are quite adept at recruiting foreign
fighters and engaging in spectacular terrorist attacks. Additionally, while the Quetta
Shura’s stronghold appears to be in the south closer to Kandahar, the Haqqanis’ centre is
located near Khost in the northwest area of Pakistan. We see that by allying, the Quetta
Shura and the Haqqani network are able to specialize in their areas of strength, and
maintain a stronger grip on their respective centres of gravity, thereby producing a more
efficient and more powerful insurgency for the Americans to fight."’

In theory, an efficient alliance between the groups should pose a greater threat to the
government. However, given that 4 and B operate in an environment of anarchy, both
groups have incentives to abuse co-operation opportunistically and improve their own
security at their partner’s expense.'® If the two groups do not share identical preferences,
as is typically the case, both sides would have incentives to maximize their individual
agendas relative to the collective gains of the alliance. For example, suppose 4 and B
agree that G is illegitimate, but 4 and B believe that they individually should assume
power once G is defeated. In such a case, both 4 and B gain from helping each other, but
also have incentives to prevent their partner from becoming too powerful. After forming
an alliance with B, 4 could improve its welfare by trading its knowledge of B’s operations
to G for a greater share in the government. In doing so, A uses the alliance to improve its
bargaining power, while simultaneously eliminating B as a potential political competitor.
Since both A4 and B are equals, and there is no third party to enforce co-operation, both 4
and B have incentives to exploit their partners. These incentives to exploit represent a key
opportunity for G to break the alliance.'’

We can see the dilemmas in alliance formation for militant groups. Faced with a
stronger government adversary and an unfavourable balance of power, militants should
be inclined to ally. However, due to mutual incentives to exploit each other, and
government efforts to exacerbate such tensions, co-operation is often undermined.
Therefore, any explanation of inter-group co-operation must identify when and how
militants overcome the commitment problem. The following section presents a simple
model of bilateral co-operation to identify the conditions under which groups can
overcome these problems, and sustain security co-operation through conflict.

14 A report by Anand Gopal suggests that while the Quetta Shura favours an Islamic emirate, the
Haqqani network’s preference appears to be for an Islamic Republic. Reports also indicate that though he
was once a member of the Taliban government, Hagqani complained about the heavy-handedness of the
Taliban. See Anand Gopal, ‘The most deadly U.S. foe in Afghanistan’, Christian Science Monitor, 31 May
2009, p. 1; http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2009/0601/p10s01-wosc.html

15 For more information on the Quetta Shura and the Haqqani Network, see David Clark Scott, “What
is the Quetta Shura Taliban and Why Does it Matter?” Christian Science Monitor, Global News Blog,
available at:  http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Global-News/2010/0224/What-s-the-Quetta-Shura-
Taliban-and-why-does-it-matter; and Anand Gopal, Mansur Khan Mahsud and Brian Fishman.
‘Inside the Haqqani Network’, Foreign Policy. The AfPak Channel: Inside the War for South Asia.
http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/03/inside_the_haqqani_network_0.

16 Lake, Entangling Relations, pp. 35-77.

17" Arguably, this is the strategy pursued by the United States in the Afghan conflict against the Quetta
Shura and the Haqqanis. See Dexter Filkins, ‘Taliban elite, aided by NATO, joint talks for Afghan
peace’, 19 October 2010. p. Al. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/10/20/world/asia/20afghan.html? r =
1&pagewanted = 1

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0007123412000075 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123412000075

Alliances between Militant Groups 797

~Propose

No Cooperation Propose
Reject B
Accept

No Cooperation
Fulfillment Subgame

G
H H
Offer n
A
Cooperate Exploit -
B B
Cooperate Exploit Cooperate, Exploit
Cooperation B Exploits A Exploits Mutual Defection
Outcomes A B G
No Cooperation 1-p'-C, 1-q'-Cg plgi-Cg
Cooperation 5(1 - (pqo)!) — C, 3(1 - (pgo)!) — Cg (pgo)! - Cg
A Exploits n 1-(Bg)' - Cg (Bg)' —n —Cq
B Exploits 1-(fp)t - C, n (Bp)! —n —Cg
Mutual Defection 0 0 1

Fig. 1. Bilateral game

Model

The model consists of the three players previously introduced: militant group A, militant
group B, and a government G.'® While 4 and B are separate entities with distinct
preference profiles, both consider G to be a common enemy. The primary goal of G is to
disarm both A4 and B, thereby re-establishing its monopoly on force. By contrast, 4 and B
seek to survive G’s repressive attempts. Should 4 and B ally, both organizations improve
their ability to survive by pooling resources and improving efficiency through co-operation.

Figure 1 presents the sequence of moves in the game, while Table 1 presents
the interpretation of the model’s parameters.'® At the first move, 4 decides whether or
not to propose an alliance between itself and B. If 4 does not propose an alliance, both
A and B fight G separately, using only their own resources. However, if 4 makes an
alliance proposal, and B accepts, both 4 and B develop security ties, and improve their
efficiency and joint survival capability. However, since 4 and B are separate entities
with variable preferences, forming such an alliance will to some degree dilute the original
agendas.

18 We acknowledge that this model greatly simplifies these conflicts. It is possible that in some cases
there are either more than two groups or more than one state involved. It is also possible that in a
particular case one of the factions may be a splinter group, or that the groups may co-operate under an
umbrella organization. However, to allow the models to develop clear empirical implications, we simplify
the model to three players, and assume that each group is distinct from one another.

% The game assumes complete but imperfect information. Each player’s utilities are represented by
Von Neumann—-Morgenstern utility functions.
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TABLE 1 Parameters of Model

Parameter Definition

Probability that G disarms Group 4
Probability that G disarms Group B
Value of Concession offered by G
Distortion of (4,B)’s agenda resulting from S’s participation
Distortion of (4,B)’s agenda resulting from alliance
Improvement in (4,B)’s ability to survive resulting from alliance
Improvement in G’s ability to suppress (A4,B) if either accepts concession
(A.B.G.S) Utility to each player for cost of conflict for the duration of the game
S’s Value for sustaining alliance between (A,B)
Punishment imposed by S

A

%)

L

If an alliance forms, G begins the fulfilment subgame by offering a concession n, where
1€[0,1].%° The concession is available to 4 and B if either breaks co-operation with their
respective partner. If the concession is taken by either group, the group disarms and
shares information with G. However, G only grants the concession to the defecting group
if it requires the information to defeat the group’s partner. In other words, if both 4 and
B disarm in hopes of accepting the concession, G does not grant the concession to either
party. Since both groups voluntarily disarm and surrender their political ambitions, G has
little need to pay either of them to gain information.>!

The table beneath Figure 1 presents each of the possible outcomes of the game along
with the payoffs to each player. We assume that G’s top preference is to disarm both
groups A and B. Therefore, G receives a payoff of 1 if it disarms 4 and B, either through
violence or negotiation. If G is successful in disarming either group, the group receives a
payoff of 0. By contrast, 4 and B receive payoffs of 1 should they independently
withstand G’s repression. However, since the alliance dilutes the agendas of both groups,
A and B’s payoffs are discounted by 8€[0,1] if they survive as part of an alliance. The
agendas of the two groups are more compatible as § > 1 and less compatible as 6 —0.

The fulfilment subgame repeats infinitely until G successfully disarms both militant
groups. We assume that G forcibly disarms 4 with probability pe[0,1] and forcibly
disarms B with probability ¢e[0,1], which are assumed to be drawn from independent
distributions. Since the game terminates for either player if they are disarmed, the groups’
probabilities of survival (p,q) serve as their respective discount factors.”> We further

20 To allow for generalizability, we assume that the concession may substantively represent the granting
of territory to the group, the altering of an offensive government policy, investment in the militant group’s
home area, cash or any other policy concession the group is seeking.

2! This setup is similar to that of Ethan Bueno de Mesquita, ‘Conciliation, Counterterrorism, and
Patterns of Terrorist Violence’, International Organization, 59 (2005), 145-76, in that in both models a
government attempts to bribe one part of a militant movement in order to turn it against the other part.
However, our model is distinct for two reasons. First, we include an alliance formation stage, which is not
included in the model in Bueno de Mesquita’s 2005 model. Secondly, in our model, once a militant group
accepts a deal, it is indifferent as to how the conflict between the government and the other militant group
terminates. In Bueno de Mesquita’s 2005 model, the game continues with the former militants and the
militants remaining in the organization.

22 For a discussion of how the probability that a game continues can serve as a discount factor, please
see Evelyn C. Fink, Scott Gates and Brian Humes, Game Theory Topics: Incomplete Information,
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assume that while G’s power to repress is at its highest in the initial stages of the conflict
G’s ability to repress both 4 and B declines with time. This assumption is based on
previous empirical studies indicate that the ability of governments to repress militant
groups appears to be decreasing as the duration of the conflict increases.” These studies
suggest that these groups grow more resilient with time due to their adaptation to
government tactics, their ability to innovate, and their ability to signal their staying power
to their target population.>* We assume that G disarms both groups with probability p'q’,
where ¢ represents the number of rounds played. As is standard in models of conflict, each
player (G, A, B) is assumed to pay a cost ¢ to engage in armed conflict. For simplicity, we
assume that the total cost for each player for the entire campaign is represented by
C(G,A,B) € [C, OO)

Should A4 and B form an alliance, the efficiency gains from co-operation reduce G’s
probability of disarming both groups to Opq, where 0 [0,1]. This indicates that if 4 and B
ally, G’s probability of success is less than its probability of disarming either 4 and B
individually. If G fails to disarm either group, G receives a payoff of 0, minus the cost of
prosecuting the conflict Cg. If either 4 and B accept G’s concession, the group that
accepts the concession receives a payoff of = and agrees to disarm. The information
provided by the group that accepts the concession improves G’s chance of forcefully
disarming the other group by Be[1,2].%° If G successfully disarms one group through
negotiation and the other through force, G receives a payoff of 1—=, which captures G’s
benefit for suppressing the militants minus the cost of the concession. If both groups
disarm and attempt to exploit each other in hopes of getting G’s concession, both groups
receive payoffs of 0 since G reneges on its commitment to grant either side 7.

Solution

We solve the game using the subgame perfect solution concept (SPE). While the complete
formal solution is presented in the appendix, this section outlines the intuition behind the
model’s solution. We begin by examining the fulfilment subgame. We see that if
0> 1-B(p,q)—c(4,5, both groups will exploit each other. Since the price of exploitation
exceeds the cost of disarming, both groups will disarm if they believe they will be
exploited. This indicates that co-operation is increasingly unlikely if (p,q) — 1, or as C4_p)
increases. We see that vulnerable militants who suffer greater costs are unlikely to sustain
co-operation. If either 4 or B perceive the other group as vulnerable, the groups will

(F'note continued)
Repeated Games, and N-Player Games (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage University Papers on Quantitative
Applications in the Social Sciences, No. 122, 1998): and/or James D. Morrow, Game Theory for Political
Scientists (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994). These texts indicate that since probabilities
and the traditional discount factor are both bounded between 0 and 1 they are equivalent in infinitely
repeated games. It is also important to note that the parameter § in this game is different from the
traditional discount factor, and is used here to represent the discount on the payoff for each player if they
co-operate.

23 Navin Bapat, ‘Insurgency and the Opening of Peace Processes’, Journal of Peace Research, 42 (2005),
699-717; Cronin, Ending Terrorism, pp. 28-47; Jones and Libicki, How Terrorist Groups End, pp. 9—44.

24 Ethan Bueno de Mesquita and Eric Dickson, ‘The Propaganda of the Deed: Terrorism,
Counterterrorism, and Mobilization’, American Journal of Political Science, 51 (2007), 145-76.

25 Since both p and g are probabilities, they must be bounded between (0,1). Therefore, assume that if
Bp>1,Bp=1andif Bg>1, Bg = 1. This substantively does not change the result. It indicates that in this
situation, if a group is betrayed, the probability that they will be disarmed is equal to 1.
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anticipate opportunistic behaviour prior to forming the alliance, and will choose to fight
individually at the beginning of the game. This suggests that the mutual fear of defection
is a valuable tool for governments. Since both militant groups fear that the other will
exploit, governments have an easier time repressing the groups.

If 0>1-B(p.9)—cu,p and G is willing to offer a concession, both groups have
dominant strategies to exploit. However, if the government does not offer a concession
and sets 7=0, the strategy pairing (Co — operate, co — operate) is also a Nash solution.
Assuming that militants choose the efficient equilibrium in multiple equilibria situations,
the solution to the fulfilment subgame is (Co — operate, co — operate). In other words, if
G refuses to negotiate, alliances will be sustained in the fulfilment subgame, which gives
groups incentives to form alliances at the game’s outset. The model illustrates a somewhat
interesting prediction. Governments that are conciliatory can use the mutual distrust
between militants to prevent alliances from forming. By contrast, governments that refuse
to negotiate allow militants to develop credible alliances.*®

To induce 4 successfully to betray B, G must make an offer = with a value greater than
or equal to A’s value for sustaining long term co-operation with B. Should 4 co-operate
with B indefinitely, A’s payoff converges to a value of

0 1 c

— 7 (4= ——-C4
1 —(1—pq0) rq0

Similarly, B’s value for extended co-operation with A converges to a value of (6/pg0) —
Cp. We see that as pg0— 1, indicating that G has greater repressive power, the value for
extended co-operation decreases for both 4 and B. This in turn decreases the value of =
needed to induce either group into negotiation. Consequently, we see that if G has a high
likelihood of disarming either 4 or B, both 4 and B are more likely to accept concessions.
Formally, if the following condition is true, G offers a concession to 4, which is also
generalizable to B:

ﬂq[l _ (p% _ CA)] + (1= fg)—Ca)>pa— Co (1)
Simplified:
85
HB1 -+ o+ =)= 5 >0, @)

Figure 2 presents a graphical interpretation of Condition 2. We see that as {p,q} —1,
G is more likely to negotiate. We also see that alliances between vulnerable militants are
unstable since these groups are relatively easy to pay off. Facing at least one weaker
group, G’s strategy would be to find the weak link in the alliance and negotiate with that
party. Since the weak link is either less likely to survive conflict or less resolute, the weak
link offers G an opportunity to use a ‘divide and conquer’ strategy. To avoid this
outcome, militants are only likely to co-operate with other groups that can both resist
government repression and share some degree of affinity. Groups with compatible agendas
that can withstand government repression increase the value of future co-operative
interactions, thereby increasing the level of concessions that G must pay. If both groups are
capable of surviving long into the future, the benefits for extended co-operation will exceed

26 This conclusion is very similar to Bueno de Mesquita, ‘Conciliation’.
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U (A) Bilaterg A

Fig. 3. Utility to militant group A for bilateral co-operation as a function of the government’s ability to

disarm militant groups A and B
any offer that G makes. Consequently, we see that if G has a low probability of disarming

the groups through force, both groups stand to gain from alliance co-operation.
We are able to see the extent of these gains from Figure 3, which plots the militants’

EU(Co — operation) — EU(~Co — operation). We see that bilateral co-operation is only
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preferable if the government’s repressive capacity is low. These results indicate that we should
observe bilateral co-operation between militants to occur in cases where the government is
unlikely to repress both of the groups, and where the groups share similarities in ideology.

HYPOTHESIS 1: The likelihood of bilateral alliance formation increases as the government’s
repressive capacity decreases.

Implications

From the bilateral model, we see that if governments are likely to disarm their militants
using violence, the groups’ value for extended co-operation falls. In these cases, the
government can negotiate with the militants, rendering the groups unable to ally due to
their mutual fears of exploitation. Similar to previous studies, these results indicate that
the divide and conquer approach appears to be a very effective tool of counter-
insurgency. However, since groups operating in weaker states are less likely to be
disarmed forcibly, the value of extended co-operation to these groups will be higher.
Governments may be unable to offer either group a concession that is more enticing than
the prospect of extended co-operation, particularly if the groups are ideologically
compatible. Consequently, we would expect that bilateral co-operation is only likely
amongst ideologically similar groups operating in weaker states.

Empirically, we do see groups that are capable of resisting government repression banding
together to form alliances. For example, Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda and Ayman al-
Zawahiri’'s Egyptian Islamic Jihad were both well-developed organizations with similar
ideologies. According to the model, these groups should be capable of forming a credible
alliance. Yet, although some anecdotal evidence exists in favour of the model, we also see
many alliances that do not appear to match these predictions. For example, consider the
alliance between the Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU) and the Zimbabwe African
Peoples’ Union (ZAPU) during the Rhodesian civil war. Despite facing a government with a
powerful military force, and considerable rivalry between the parties, this alliance was
sustained throughout the conflict. This observation, and several others, suggests a different
type of alliance pattern between militants. While the current model allows us to understand
bilateral co-operation, we next turn to a discussion of asymmetric alliances. This new
specification makes the argument that groups facing powerful governments will seek alliances
involving a state sponsor to constrain other groups from exploitative behaviour.

ASYMMETRIC CO-OPERATION

The bilateral model examines when co-operative agreements may be self-enforcing
between militant groups. We see from this model that co-operation is only likely to occur
if the groups are less vulnerable, which suggests that weaker militants, who probably
have the greatest need for co-operation, are unable to ally due to the fear of mutual
exploitation. However, from the co-operation literature, we know that states under
anarchy can overcome the problem of mutual distrust by creating institutions to bind
themselves to agreements.>’ These institutions include the development of international
norms, the establishment of reciprocal punishments for violations and the use of third-party

27 Robert Axelrod and Robert Keohane, ‘Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy: Strategies and
Institutions’, World Politics, 38 (1985), pp. 226-54; Lake, Entangling Relations, pp. 35-77.
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enforcement.?® If states are capable of forming these institutions, militants might likewise
seek these mechanisms for establishing stable co-operation. Of these strategies, the first
two are difficult for weaker militants, given that the majority of these groups will be
repressed quickly and do not have the durability needed to establish norms. However, the
strategy of third-party enforcement may provide a way for weaker groups to sustain
co-operation. While the two groups are considered equals, militants may turn to a state
sponsor to serve as a third party that governs relations. To illustrate, consider the Soviet
campaign in Afghanistan. In this case, the vast majority of the mujahedeen groups were
heavily dependent on the Pakistani Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) for military support,
as well as the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) for funding. Due to this dependence,
the participants deferred some decision making to both the ISI and the CIA, which
allowed for co-ordination between the groups. Similarly, in the aforementioned case of
ZANU and ZAPU, both of these groups relied on several sponsors for material support
and basing, which allowed the leaders of the Frontline states to govern relations between
the two groups.

The participation of states in inter-militant alliances creates a different security
dynamic. While the previous cases consist of alliances between equals, the intervention of
a state frequently creates a situation resembling a hierarchical, asymmetric alliance.?
These types of alliances are frequently studied by examining the trade off between security
and autonomy. In the case of a rebellion, a militant group can gain security from a
sponsor by trading decision-making authority and freedom of action to its patron. Like
bilateral alliances, this produces a more efficient and often more deadly fighting force. In
addition to improving the capability of the groups, and absorbing a larger share of the
costs of the campaign, state sponsors can also serve as a mechanism to co-ordinate inter-
group alliances. This suggests that militants might seek sponsorship not only for material
support, but also as a form of institution to govern inter-group co-operation. By
intervening, and controlling material supplies, a sponsor can threaten to punish any
group that reneges on a commitment to the other. Such a threat of punishment might
deter groups from behaving opportunistically. In this way, the sponsor acts as a
guarantor of co-operative agreements between militants.

To illustrate this behaviour with an example, consider the case of Pakistan’s support for
several of the Kashmiri militant groups operating against India during the 1990s.
According to Byman, Pakistan has supported numerous groups, including the Jammu and
Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF), Jaish-e-Muhammad and Lashkar-e-Tayyeba.’® Many
of these groups coalesced into an umbrella organization known as the United Jihad
Council, largely with Pakistan’s backing. Byman argues that while some of these groups
attempted to make cease-fires with India, several others in the coalition rejected attempts at
a peace process and continued fighting. The continuation of conflict by the hard-line groups
appeared to be fueled by Pakistani support. In terms of the model, this suggests that
Pakistan was capable of punishing those groups that attempted peace by cutting their

28 Lisa L. Martin, ‘Interests, Power, and Multilateralism’, International Organization, 46 (1992),
765-92; Barbara Koremenos, ‘Contracting around International Uncertainty’, American Political Science
Review, 99 (2005), 549-65; B. Peter Rosendorff and Helen Milner, “The Optimal Design of International
Trade Institutions: Uncertainty and Escape’, International Organization, 55 (2001), 829-58.

2 Conybeare, ‘Arms Versus Alliances’, pp. 215-35; Lake, Entangling Relations, pp. 35-77; James D.
Morrow, ‘Alliances, Credibility, and Peacetime Costs’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 38 (1994), 270-97.

30 Byman, Deadly Connections, pp. 155-86.
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funding and unleashing the militant factions against them while simultaneously rewarding
those groups that continued with the violent campaign. This enabled the alliance amongst
the militant groups to sustain itself, and produced a more formidable insurgency for India
to deal with.”!

However, while sponsors can facilitate co-operation amongst militants, engaging in this
activity may be costly for all parties involved. From the militants’ perspective, the
ideological agenda of both groups is further diluted. As part of the security/autonomy
trade-off, the militants will have to cede even greater autonomy to the sponsor. The
sponsor might have less ideological devotion to the militants’ cause, or may seek to use
the militants for alternative goals. In the previous case of Kashmir, Byman notes that,
increasingly in the 1990s, the character of the Kashmiri insurgency began to change.’?
Whereas the violence could initially be characterized as separatist, the violence gradually
took on Islamic fundamentalist characteristics. One possible explanation for this is that
Pakistan preferred groups that would be amenable to re-uniting with their state as
opposed to groups that favoured Kashmir’s independence and non-alignment. We see
that the addition of a third player, particularly a dominant one such as the sponsor, can
further diminish the overall benefit of the alliance to the groups if the sponsor significantly
dilutes their agenda. From the sponsor’s perspective, policing the alliance might produce
significant governance costs. If governance costs are low, it is relatively easy for the
sponsor to sustain an alliance. However, if maintaining the alliance requires a significant
level of military resources, or puts the sponsor at risk of potential retaliation from the
government, the sponsor may lose the gains from co-operation, thereby undermining the
incentive to sustain such an alliance.

Given that the sponsor’s gains from co-operation diminish as governance costs grow, a
sponsor should only intervene if the payoff for co-operation is high, and the costs and risks of
sustaining such co-operation are low. The following section presents a model outlining when
such asymmetric alliances can form amongst militant groups, as well as when governance
costs may undermine the incentives of sponsors to create such security structures.

Model

To model the conditions under which asymmetric alliances form and sustain, we introduce
the sponsor S into our previous game (see Figure 4). If S participates in an alliance with
A and B, S alters the dynamic of co-operation. In its role as the dominant partner in the
alliance, S agrees to absorb the costs of conflict for both parties (C4, Cp), so long as both
sides sustain co-operation. However, should either 4 or B defect from the alliance, .S imposes
a punishment a4 g €[0,1]. As a result of S’s participation, defection is no longer costless for
either group, and this would be intended to deter both groups from betraying the alliance. In
exchange, S assumes control over the alliance and further distorts the agenda of both groups
by 6s. In doing so, S gains some value V'e[0,1] for each period in which the alliance is
sustained. However, due to both the cost of policing the militants and the risk of potential
government retaliation, S must pay a governance cost Cye[C4+ Cp, c0) to sustain the
alliance. Assume that S must pay this cost up-front, regardless of whether or not 4 or B

31 This would further suggest that since both the Quetta Shura and the Haqqani Network were initially
quite vulnerable to collapse at the hands of the US military following Operation Enduring Freedom it is
likely that parts of Pakistan’s government assisted the groups in banding together.

32 Byman, Deadly Connections, pp. 155-86.
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Fig. 4. Asymmetric game

attempt to exploit their alliance partner. S’s utility for intervening is represented by the
following statement:

Us=V"'—Cs. 3)
Since V€[0,1] and is discounted by ¢, S’s payoff converges to:
1
Us = —— —Cs. 4
STy S “)

Let us assume that S’s value for sponsoring the alliance ¥ remains private information,
and that the players do not have complete information as to its value. This indicates that
both 4 and B are uncertain whether .S will sustain the alliance indefinitely or whether, at
some point, S will cease serving as a guarantor. Let us assume that the players have a flat
prior belief as to the value of V. If this is the case, the probability that .S will continue to
participate in the alliance indefinitely is

Cs—1
Cs

v

If Vs > Vg, S participates indefinitely whereas if Vs < Vg, the governance costs of the
alliance are too high for S to sustain, and S will eventually abandon the alliance. Should
this occur, the alliance between 4 and B transitions to the bilateral fulfilment game
depicted in Figure 2. Substantively, this indicates that if S exits the alliance, 4 and B will
continue in sustaining the alliance only if both groups trust that their counterpart will also
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sustain co-operation in the absence of external enforcement. Therefore, we see that for
both A4 and B, allowing S to participate in the alliance contains some element of risk. On
one hand, if the groups are unwilling to trust each other without an external enforcement
mechanism, and there is some possibility that S will eventually abandon the alliance, there
is some risk that both 4 and B will at some point become vulnerable to the other’s
exploitation. On the other hand, if both 4 and B are able to co-operate in the bilateral setting,
S’s decision to abandon the alliance does not alter the incentive to co-operate. However, since
S’s participation further distorts the agenda of the alliance, it is possible that these groups will
prefer bilateral co-operation as opposed to asymmetric co-operation.

Solution

As in the previous model, the decision of the militants to become allies is determined by G’s
power to repress the groups. In the previous game, G’s divide and conquer strategy effectively
prevented relatively weaker militants from forming alliances, due to their mutual fear of
betrayal. In this version of the game, however, G’s power to divide and conquer is
undermined by S’s threat to punish defectors «. While both 4 and B always exploit if
0>1—-B(p.q)—C4,p in the bilateral game, 4 and B will only exploit in an asymmetric
alliance if —a4,5 > 1—B(P.q)—C4,5. We see that exploitation is more difficult for both 4
and B if S governs the alliance. Additionally, if S’s punishment is sufficiently large, 4 and B
will require additional concessions to offset the cost of punishment «, which raises the price G
must pay to break the alliance. If S is part of the alliance, G negotiates with A4 if:

005

Cil —Cy—oy || + (1=pg)(=Cs) > pg0—Cs. ()
Cs

ha 1= 1= (1= %) a0)

Therefore, a credible alliance forms if:

005
1= (1- %) (pa0)

In bilateral conditions, the militants’ mutual fear of exploitation could prevent alliances
from forming unless both groups were relatively more resistant to collapse. However, with
a state sponsor, the threat of sponsor punishment increases the price governments must
pay. As intuition suggests, the model predicts that as a4 5 — 1, indicating greater levels of
punishment for defectors, both groups are more likely to sustain co-operation, indicating
that the sponsor’s threat to punish shores up the weak link in the alliance. In effect, the
sponsor serves as an institution to constrain the groups from breaking contracts.
Interestingly enough, this logic appears to resemble the traditional role of the mafia boss,
which is intended to enforce contracts among illegitimate entities.*® Similarly enough, the
sponsor acts in the same capacity by constraining the weak link from behaving
opportunistically. These results reflect the intuition that weaker groups should band
together, while simultaneously addressing the concern that agreements must be credible.
If a sponsor intervenes, militants become credible by building security institutions, not
unlike states in the international system. While we typically think of militants as operating

gl 1+ Ce+Cy—p—ay + > 0. (6)

33 Raimondo Catanzaro, ‘Enforcers, Entrepreneurs, and Survivors: How the Mafia Has Adapted to
Change’, British Journal of Sociology, 36 (1985), 34-57.
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Fig. 5. Utility to militant group A for asymmetric co-operation as a function of the government’s ability to
disarm militant groups A and B

outside legal structures, the model seems to indicate that unless groups are very strong
they should prefer asymmetric security agreements that will constrain their behaviour.

Yet, the introduction of a sponsor does not always improve the prospects for co-
operation due to the uncertainty over the sponsor’s willingness to sustain the alliance.
From the bilateral game, we know that if 4 and B are capable of resisting G’s efforts to
suppress, they can sustain an alliance if Condition 2 is false. Substantively, this indicates
that if the groups are facing a relatively weaker G, they are capable of sustaining an
alliance with or without S’s assistance. S’s decision to exit the alliance may actually be
beneficial to the two groups, given that S further distorts both groups’ agenda. However,
if Condition 2 is true, this indicates that 4 and B cannot co-operate in the bilateral setting,
and require S’s assistance to sustain the alliance. In this case, G is relatively stronger, and both
A and B have incentives to exploit each other. 4 and B can only be deterred from exploiting
each other if S participates in the alliance and threatens to punish either group should they
defect. Once S abandons the alliance, neither 4 nor B can credibly commit to sustaining the
alliance, which will cause co-operation amongst the militant groups to collapse. We see that
the decision to participate in an asymmetric alliance is risky for weaker 4 and B, and depends
on both groups’ belief that S will sustain the alliance indefinitely.

Figure 5 replicates Figure 3 using the asymmetric conditions. Unlike the bilateral game,
we see that asymmetric alliances are more likely to form if one or both of the alliance
partners are weaker. If S’s governance costs are high, S is increasingly likely to abandon
the alliance at some point, which will eventually undermine the incentive to sustain
co-operation with the other group. However, we see that if {p,q} — 1, the groups are likely
to co-operate with S, even if S is likely to abandon the alliance at some point in the future.
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On the one hand, since these groups are likely to disarmed by G, these weaker groups are
increasingly willing to risk co-operation with S to give themselves some chance of
survival. Substantively, this indicates that desperate militant groups facing stronger
government adversaries are likely to accept S as a guarantor, even if doing so will only
temporarily extend their alliance. On the other hand, we see that co-operation is also
likely if (p,q} — 0, indicating that G is less likely to repress the groups. In these cases,
Condition 2 is likely to be false, indicating that both 4 and B can simply transition to
bilateral co-operation if S abandons the alliance. These results suggest that S’s participation
has no effect on the probability that relatively stronger groups co-operate, but has a
significant effect on the probability that weaker groups co-operate. While weaker groups are
more likely to seek sponsorship than stronger groups, sponsors can free-ride if the groups are
stronger. We know that if, on the one hand, 4 and B cannot sustain a bilateral alliance, the
probability that S sustains co-operation indefinitely is:
Cs—1

Cs
On the other hand, if 4 and B can sustain bilateral co-operation without sponsorship, the
probability that .S sustains co-operation throughout the alliance is:
os + Cs—1

Cs '

Vi =

%
VS =

For S to sustain co-operation, it must be true that V' > V¥ in the first case and
Vs > V& in the latter. Since VE* > V&, we see that it is more difficult for S to sustain an
alliance indefinitely in the second case as opposed to the first. This demonstrates that S is
more likely to sustain co-operation indefinitely when 4 and B are too weak to form an
alliance on their own as opposed to cases where S can free-ride. Therefore, we see that
sponsors are more likely to intervene in alliances if the militant groups that are facing
governments with relatively greater repressive power. Further, we see that, as in the
previous case, S is more likely to intervene as Cg— 0, indicating that S prefers to intervene
if the cost of governing the alliance between 4 and B decreases.

HYPOTHESIS 2: The likelihood of an asymmetric alliance increases if the government’s
repressive power increases.

HYPOTHESIS 3: The likelihood of sponsorship increases if the government’s repressive
power increases.

Implications

The asymmetric model gives us several insights into the alliance behaviour of militant
groups. Militants facing governments with substantial repressive power have incentives to
form alliances, yet these groups have little credibility in the eyes of potential alliance
partners. To overcome this problem, militants have incentives to bind themselves to a
sponsor, which signals credibility to possible alliance partners. Once vulnerable groups
establish credibility, they are capable of co-operating with other groups, which in turn
increases the prospects of resisting the government’s repressive efforts. We also see an
additional role typically not considered for sponsors of militant groups. Rather than just
serving as a pool of potential resources, sponsors can serve a key function by constraining
militants from negotiating with target governments, particularly when target governments
are powerful. This may explain why governments are very quick to denounce states for
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supporting militants. Sponsors effectively eliminate the ability of governments to use
negotiation for counter-insurgency, which appears to be one of their most effective
weapons. We further see that sponsors are selective as to when they take on this role. In
cases where the groups are already capable of forming alliances, sponsors will free-ride off
the efforts of the groups rather than directly participate. However, if the militant groups
are too vulnerable to co-operate credibly on their own, sponsors are more likely to
intervene. Empirically, we observe this behaviour in several cases, including Iran’s assistance
in coalescing multiple groups into Hezbollah, American and Saudi co-ordination of elements
of the mujahedeen, and Pakistani use of various Kashmiri groups. In addition to this
anecdotal evidence, Asal et al. provide some evidence that sponsorship may increase the
ability of groups to seek partners, though this analysis does not specify the conditions under
which sponsorship can be either helpful or harmful.** We now present a research design to
test the model’s hypotheses.*’

RESEARCH DESIGN

In order to test the hypotheses, we require a sample of cases in which multiple militant
groups could potentially ally against a common enemy, but do not always do so. We
construct this dataset using information from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflicts Dataset
(Version 4-2009). These data identify the conflicts involving two or more non-state actors
that are competing against a recognized government (identified as Side A in the data).
Upon identifying the appropriate conflicts, we next organize these data into annual dyads
consisting of two militant groups. To illustrate with an example, consider Rhodesia’s
conflict with both ZANU and ZAPU in 1972-79. In this case, we examine the dyadic
relations between ZANU and ZAPU in each year of the conflict. There are only two
militant groups in this case, so the data consist of annual dyads of ZANU/ZAPU in
1972-79. In other instances, such as the case of India, the government is fighting more
than two militant groups. In these cases, we again create annual dyads consisting of each
possible combination of the active groups. For example, in 1992, the JKLF, Hizub-al-
Mujahedeen and Jaish-e-Muhummad were all engaged in armed conflict with India.
We constructed dyadic pairs consisting of JKLF/Hizub-al-Mujahedeen, JKLF/Jaish-e-
Muhummad and Hizub-al-Mujahedeen/Jaish-e-Muhummad for each year when each of
these parties was in conflict. Each observation in the dataset captures the interaction of
two groups that are fighting a common enemy in a particular year in 1946-2001. In other
words, an alliance between groups was only possible in years when both groups were active.*

3 Victor Asal, Hyun Hee Park, Karl Rathemeyer and Gary Ackerman, ‘With Friends Like These ... Why
Terrorist Organizations Ally’ (paper presented at the International Studies Association Meeting, 2010).

35 We currently lack a reliable measure of the ideological compatibility of the militant groups. While one
strategy might be to examine the manifestos of some of these groups, we encounter two potential problems.
First, not all of the groups have public manifestos. Secondly, in forming an alliance, these groups might have
incentives to misrepresent their true ideologies in order to make themselves more attractive alliance partners,
or to signal that the alliance is stronger than it actually might be. While this is certainly an interesting area of
study, we leave it for future research and focus on what we can currently test.

36 Particularly for the ethnically or religiously based conflicts, individual actors could not be identified,
but it was clear that there was more than one challenger — examples of the Uppsala/PRIO coding of this
are: Sikh insurgents, Palestinian factions or sectarian factions. If there was evidence of some co-operation/
co-ordination among these actors, then the entire collective was coded as having formed an alliance. We
do not create dyads that allow groups that are fighting separate territorial conflicts to be considered
alliance partners. For example, in the case of India, we have dyadic pairings for those groups that
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TABLE 2 Sample Data

Year Target Militants Sponsor Alliance
1987 ISR Fatah, Hez SYR, IRN 1
1987 ISR Fatah, Various - 0
1987 ISR Fatah, PFLP SYR, IRN, LEB 0
1987 MYA BCP, leftists - 1
1987 MYA Shan Insurg. - 1
1987 SOM SNM, SPM - 0
1987 SOM SNM, SSDF - 0
1987 SOM SPM, SSDF - 0
1987 SAF ANC, Azapo - 0
1987 SAF ANC, PAC - 0
1987 SAF Azapo, PAC - 0
1987 SRI LTTE, PLOTE - 0
1987 SRI LTTE, TELO - 0
1987 SRI PLOTE, TELO - 0

We then examined each dyad for evidence of alliance co-operation. After removing cases
involving major powers, the final dataset includes 1,318 alliance-dyad years, 33 per cent of
which (429) actually have alliances among the identified militant groups. In total, there are
forty different target governments and over 150 militant groups.’” For clarification, a sample
of these data is provided in Table 2.*®

These data allow us to test Hypothesis 1 and 2, which predict whether or not a potential
alliance between a pair of militant groups forms. However, Hypothesis 3 relates to the
decision of a sponsor to intervene in an alliance amongst militant groups. To test this
hypothesis, we require data consisting of cases in which a potential sponsor could have
intervened to create an alliance amongst two militant groups, but did not necessarily do
so. Both the policy-making literature and empirical literature identify that interstate rivals
can serve as sponsors of each other’s militant groups.*® Based on these findings, we have
used the Thompson rivalry data to identify the rivals of each target government.*

(F'note continued)
participated in the conflict in Kashmir and pairings for groups involved in Naxalite insurgency. However,
we do not create dyads that consider the groups in the Kashmir conflict as potential alliance partners with
the Naxalites.

37 The eighteen observations that involved major powers as target states were removed from the
analysis, though the results are robust even when they remain in the dataset. However, since the major
powers’ campaigns involved interventions on foreign territory (United Kingdom—People’s Republic of
Yemen; France—Algeria; and Soviet Union—Latvia), it is inappropriate to consider these observations to
be comparable to cases where the target government was fighting multiple groups within its own territory.
The exclusion of the major power observations removed 1.04 per cent of the observations.

38 The full dataset for replicating the analysis is available at: http://www.bsos.umd.edu/gvpt/bond,.

3 Byman, Deadly Connections, pp. 21-52; Kristian Gleditsch, Idean Salehyan and Kenneth Schultz,
‘Fighting at Home: Fighting Abroad: How Civil Wars Lead to International Disputes’, Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 52 (2008), 479-506; Idean Salehyan, ‘No Shelter Here: Rebel Sanctuaries and International
Conflict’, Journal of Politics, 70 (2007), 1-13.

40 William R. Thompson, ‘Identifying Rivals and Rivalries in World Politics,” International Studies
Quarterly, 45 (2001), 557-86. Thompson’s rivalry variable is selected as opposed to other rivalry
indicators due to the alternative indicator’s emphasis of interstate conflict as opposed to conflict that may
involve non-state actors. Paul Diehl and Gary Goertz (War and Peace in International Rivalry

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0007123412000075 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123412000075

Alliances between Militant Groups 811

We consider a state to be a potential sponsor if it is classified as a Thompson rival of a
government in conflict with multiple militant groups during the period in which two or
more militant groups are active. We then organize the data to test Hypothesis 3 by
potential intervention years in 1946-2001, in which the potential sponsor could have
intervened to support an alliance amongst any of the militant groups.*! For the purposes
of these data that test Hypothesis 3, target states that had no rivals as defined by the
Thompson data were excluded from the analysis.*?

Theoretical Variables

Alliance. The first dependent variable is a dichotomous indicator signifying the presence
of an alliance between the militants. Alliances were identified and coded as in existence
when there was evidence of resource-sharing or tactical co-ordination between the groups at
some time during that year (i.e. sharing weapons or personnel, joint attacks or communiqués).
This evidence was gathered from historical accounts and case studies of individual conflicts,
conflict actor and event encyclopaedias and domestic and foreign media reports.* Of the 1,318
possible alliance years between 1946 and 2001, there were seventy-two militant alliances
accounting and 429 instances of alliance co-operation (33 per cent).

Sponsorship. We consider a state to be a sponsor if the state engaged in the provision
of material (i.e. funding, weapons) or tactical assistance (i.c. training, intelligence) to
(a) both of the actors in the alliance dyad or (b) one of the actors in the alliance dyad
without prejudice against the other. States that simply provide refuge for group members
or a staging ground for foreign attacks do not count as sponsors.** We code the potential

(F'note continued)

(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2000), pp. 29-34) identify rivalry if six interstate militarized
disputes occur between the two states, whereas D. Scott Bennett (‘Measuring Rivalry Termination,
1816-1992°, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41 (1997), 227-54; and ‘Security, Bargaining, and the End of
Interstate Rivalry’, International Studies Quarterly, 40 (1996),157-84) defines rivalry as six disputes within
twenty-five years. However, since these operationalizations rely on militarized interstate disputes, and
militarized interstate disputes by definition exclude cases where violence occurs between a state and a non-
state actor (unless conventional militaries become involved), these indicators may overlook the dynamics of
non-state actors as a source of interstate competition and rivalry. The Thompson indicator, however, relies
on historical research that can identify whether non-state actors contribute to interstate hostility.

“! In some cases there are more than two militant groups, which allows the sponsor more than one
choice of alliance to sponsor per year. However, since our data focus mainly on the government, these
data would essentially repeat. For example, in the case of Israel, four sponsors could intervene to support
an alliance between Hamas/Hezbollah, Fatah/Hezbollah, Hamas/PFLP, Fatah/PFLP, Hezbollah/PLFP,
etc. This would require repeating data from the years in which each of these groups are active, but the
data would not be independent. To keep the observations independent, the sponsorship variable is coded
as | for this data if the potential sponsor intervenes in any of the potential alliances. We did, however, run
our analyses with the repeated observations, and the results are robust to this design.

42 However, these states were not excluded from the tests of Hypotheses 1 and 2.

43 Some of these sources include Albert J. Jongman and Alex Peter Schmidt , World Directory of Terrorist
and Other Organizations Associated with Guerrilla Warfare, Political Violence and Protest (Edison, N.J.:
Transaction, 1988); Peter Janke, Guerrilla and Terrorist Organisations: A World Directory and Bibliography
(New York: Macmillan, 1983); Human Rights Watch Country Briefing Papers, the Time and Al-Jazeera
Magazine Article Archives, Reuters Newswire, and US Library of Congress Country Studies.

4 This coding of a sponsor state provides a useful alternative to and/or extension of the UCDP/PRIO
coding of ‘secondary parties’ to a conflict. While ‘secondary parties’ (variables SideA2nd and SideB2nd)
are identified as state actors that enter the conflict to aid the primary actors, this aid is restricted to the
military sort: ‘[Slecondary parties are states that enter a conflict with troops to actively support one of the
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sponsor as 1 if its behaviour meets this criteria and 0 otherwise. In examining the potential
alliance-dyad years, we identified alliances as having sponsors if we found evidence of this
behaviour, even if the sponsoring state was not a Thompson rival. However, we do not
include all of these sponsors in the test of Hypothesis 3, since doing so would be selecting
on the dependent variable. Instead, we simply consider any state that is classified as a
Thompson rival to be a potential sponsor, and drop the cases in which a target government
had no rivals. The dataset used to test Hypothesis 1 and 22 consists of thirteen sponsors,
which make up 317 of the 1,318 dyad years (24 per cent). The dataset to test Hypothesis 3
consists of 699 potential intervention years, in which we identify nine cases of sponsorship,
which account for 113 of the potential intervention years (16.17 per cent).

Government repressive power against the weak link. According to the theoretical model,
the government’s equilibrium behaviour is to co-opt the weak link, or the weaker of the
two groups, in order to break the alliance. We therefore need some indicator that captures
the ability of the weaker group to withstand the government’s repression. We capture this
variable using Cunningham et al.’s data on dyadic relations between violent non-state
actors and governments.*> The expanded non-state actor conflict data (NSA) contain a
variable that dyadically estimates the power of various militant groups relative to their
target governments. The scale ranges from much weaker, indicating the government is far
more powerful and likely to disarm the group, to a stronger score, indicating that
the government is unlikely to disarm the group. We compile the NSA strength score for
both groups in each of the conflict dyads of the dataset. Since the theoretical prediction is
that the government will offer concessions to the weaker of the two groups, we use the
weaker of two NSA strength scores as our indicator to capture the government’s repressive
power against the weak link. If the dyadic pair contains a much weaker link, or a group
that is quite vulnerable, our expectation is that an alliance will not form unless a sponsor
is present. To illustrate the coding procedure, consider the case of the South African
conflict during the 1980s. UCDP/PRIO identifies three major groups engaging in political
violence against the state: the African National Congress (ANC), the Pan Africanist
Conference (PAC) and the Azanian People’s Organization (AZAPO). Both PAC and
AZAPO are coded as being ‘much weaker’ than the South African state, whereas
the ANC is coded as ‘weaker’. Therefore, in the dyad between PAC and AZAPO, the
weak-link variable would be coded as ‘much weaker’, given that neither group was likely
to resist efforts by South Africa to co-opt. Similarly, in the dyad consisting of the ANC
and PAC, the weak-link variable is also coded as ‘much weaker’. While the ANC was
relatively stronger than the PAC and, therefore, better able to resist the state’s efforts
to co-opt it, PAC was a weaker organization and was therefore vulnerable to becoming
co-opted by the South African government. The weak-link variable captures the crucial
component in predicting whether alliances form, and what type of alliances form. On the

(F'note continued)
primary parties’ (UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset Codebook, p. 2). Our definition allows for a
greater range of sponsorship activities, and includes both economic and tactical support as indicators of
outside support for a militant group or alliance. Additionally, where the UCDP/PRIO data restrict the
universe of potential secondary parties in a conflict to those countries that ‘share the position of the
primary party it is supporting in the incompatibility’, we impose no ideological restrictions on the sponsor
state by our definition.

4 David Cunningham, Kristian Gleditsch and Idean Salehyan, ‘It Takes Two: A Dyadic Analysis of
Civil War Duration and Outcome’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 53 (2009), 570-97.
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one hand, if the weak link in the dyad is much weaker than the state, we would expect
these groups to be less likely to form bilateral alliances, but more likely to form
asymmetric alliances with the help of a sponsor. On the other hand, if the weak link in the
dyad is at parity or stronger than the state, this would suggest that the values of {p,q} are
much lower, indicating that bilateral alliances are more likely to form and asymmetric
alliances are less likely to form. When merged with the alliance data, the NSA data consist
of groups with five categorizations of the relative power of the group to the state: much
weaker, weaker, parity, stronger and much stronger. Using the dyadic pairings, our weak-
link variable is distributed as follows:

Score 0 1 2 3
Category Much weaker Weaker Parity Stronger
Frequency (%) 482 (69%) 199 (28%) 15 (2%) 7 (1%)

We see that the weak-link variable is heavily skewed towards the weaker categories.
Unfortunately, this scaling creates two categories that account for 97 per cent of the
variation in the key independent variable. Therefore, we use three different measures of
the weak-link variable in our analysis. First, we use the weak-link scale as it is, despite the fact
that two of the categories consist of only 3 per cent of the observations combined. We then
create a second, dichotomous weak-link indicator that simply combines categories (1, 2 and 3).
This indicator essentially differentiates those groups that have a much weaker link from those
whose weak links have a score that is > 0. We believe that these three indicators collectively
will allow us to test both Hypotheses 1 and 2, since the indicator exhibits variation and best
captures how the weak link affects the probability of an alliance.*®

Alliance Control Variables

We include several control variables to test both Hypotheses 1 and 2, and Hypothesis 3.
To test the former set, we first include the state’s per capita gross domestic product (GDP)
score, which Fearon and Laitin use a proxy for state strength.*’ The authors argue that
increased per capita GDP scores serve ‘as a proxy for the state’s overall financial,
administrative, police and military capabilities and ... will mark more developed
countries with terrain more “disciplined” by roads and rural society more penetrated by
central administration’.*® The authors further argue that lower per capita GDP scores
may make joining an insurgency more appealing to individuals, given the poor prospects
of high economic returns from the legitimate economy. The per capita GDP variable,
therefore, serves as a continuous indicator of the government’s ability to project power
over its territory. While our key independent variable captures the strength of the groups
relative to the government, we believe that we must also control for the government’s
absolute ability to control and police its territory. The mean GDP per capita score is 1.96,
with a min of 0.196 and a max of 11.3.

46 We also created a third version of the weak link variable that simply drops categories 2 and 3, and
the results were robust.

47 James Fearon and David Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’, American Political Science
Review, 97 (2003), 75-90, p. 80.

“8 Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’, p. 80.
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Non-Contiguous State. A non-contiguous territory is an area of the state that is
geographically separate from the territory where the capital is located. Case examples
from the data include the Philippines and Indonesia, where the respective insurgencies
took place on islands that were disconnected from the main islands of Luzon and Java.
Given that non-contiguous territory is geographically separate from other parts of the
territory, this may limit the opportunities various groups have to form alliances with each
other. The variable is coded as 0 if the state has no territory that is non-contiguous, and
1 if it does. Approximately 15 per cent of the observations in the dataset include states
with non-contiguous territory.

State Durability. Several studies in the civil war literature suggest that the central
government’s ability to consolidate the state is at its lowest when the government is first
forming. At this point, the central government’s rules are more likely to be challenged in
multiple areas of the state. Empirically, this may contribute to a greater number of
militant groups early in the state’s existence, thereby allowing greater opportunities for
these groups to form alliances. The mean logged durability score in the alliance dataset is
equal to 2.1, the min is equal to 0 (indicating that a transition is taking place) and the max
is equal to 4.36.

Ethnic and Religious Fractionalization. 1t is possible that states are more likely
to observe many militant groups, and therefore more possibilities for alliances, if the
state contains greater ethnic and religious fractionalization. These characteristics may
allow various political entrepreneurs to mobilize along these lines, thereby producing
more groups. However, this variable may also signify competing preferences amongst
the groups, which would suggest that although having many groups is necessary for
co-operation the potential diversity of preferences may decrease the probability of
co-operation. Additionally, an argument in the literature is that states with ethnic and/or
religious diversity or fractionalization may be more prone to outside interference from
states with ethnic kin.*” This indicator has a mean of 0.69, a min of 0 and a max of 0.93.
We further include religious fractionalization, which is measured in the same way as
ethnic fractionalization. Religious fractionalization has a mean score of 0.45, a min of 0
and a max of 0.75.

Log Military Expenditure. In addition to the indicators identified by Fearon and Laitin,
we include a logged measure of the government’s military expenditure.’® The motivation
for including this variable comes from studies by Hegre and Sambanis and by Lyall and
Wilson, who argue that the modernization of military force contributes to a decrease in the
effectiveness of military force in combating insurgencies.’' This would suggest that increased
military expenditure is indicative of a decrease in the government’s overall ability to contain
and suppress its non-state actors. Since this is likely to be correlated with the estimates of the

4 David Carment and Patrick James, ‘Internal Constraints and Interstate Ethnic Conflict: Toward a
Crisis-Based Assessment of Irrendentism’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 39 (1995), 82-109; Davis and
Moore, ‘Ethnicity Matters’, pp. 171-81.

30 Fearon and Laitin, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’, p. 80.

ST Havard Hegre and Nicholas Sambanis, ‘Sensitivity Analysis of Empirical Results on Civil War
Onset’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 50 (2006), 508-35; Jason Lyall and Isaiah Wilson III, ‘Rage against
the Machines: Explaining Outcomes in Counter-Insurgency Wars’, International Organization, 63 (2009),
67-106.
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military balance between the groups and the government, we log the government’s military
expenditure variable from EUgene and include it as a control variable.*>

Duration. We control for duration dependence using the techniques outlined by Carter
and Signorino by including a measure duration of the actual number of years between the
event of interest, as well as the square and the cube of this value.> In our case, the
duration measure captures the number of years since the particular pair of groups in the
dyad formed an alliance. The mean duration score is equal to 4. The maximum amount of
time that two groups interact without forming an alliance is twenty-six years.

Sponsorship Control Variables

To test Hypothesis 3, we also require several control variables to capture the dynamics
between the potential sponsor and the target government. By using only Thompson rivals,
we control for the level of hostility between the two states. However, we also require
measures of several other concepts that are systematically correlated with hostile
international interactions.>* These variables are as follows.

Balance of Military Capabilities. We measure the balance of military power by
examining both the government’s and sponsor state’s Composite Indicator of National
Capabilities (CINC) scores, represented as follows: (Gov. CINC)/(Gov. CINC + Pot.
Sponsor CINC).>® This ratio captures the government’s military preponderance over the
sponsor. We predict that increasing the capability balance in favour of the government
decreases the likelihood of a successful asymmetric alliance. The mean capability balance
score is 0.5, with a standard deviation of 0.23, a min of 0.04 and a max of 0.98.

Political Affinity. The structure of the dataset assumes that each potential sponsor is a
rival of the government. However, several studies argue that states that are status quo
oriented may be less willing to resort to supporting militant groups, whereas revisionist
states may see this as a more palatable policy option. Therefore, we control for the
willingness of the sponsor to intervene on behalf of the militants by Signorino and Ritter’s
S regionally weighted system leader score, which is the regional weighted correlation
between the sponsor’s alliance portfolio with the alliance portfolio of the system’s
leader.® The potential sponsor’s score has a mean of 0.28, a min of —0.17 and a max of 1.
We similarly include the correlation of the government’s alliance portfolio with the system
leader’s as another control. The government’s S score has a mean of 0.34, a min of —0.01
and a max of 0.81.

Joint Democracy. A considerable literature provides substantial evidence that democratic
states are less likely to fight each other, though they are willing to fight other autocracies.

32 D. Scott Bennett and Allan Stam, ‘EUgene: A Conceptual Manual’, International Interactions, 26
(2000), 179-204. Website: http://eugenesoftware.org

3 David Carter and Curtis Signorino, ‘Back to the Future: Modeling Time Dependence in Binary
Data’, Political Analysis, 18 (2010), 271-92.

3% Manus Midlarsky, Handbook of War Studies II (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press), pp. xiii—xxii.

55 J. David Singer, ‘Reconstructing the Correlates of War Dataset on the Material Capabilities of
States, 1816—1985’, International Interactions, 14 (1987), 115-32.

56 Curtis Signorino and Jeffrey M. Ritter, ‘Tau-b or not Tau-b: Measuring the Political Similarity of
Foreign Policy Positions’, International Studies Quarterly, 43(1999),115-44.
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If this is true, it is possible that democracies are also less likely to use support for non-state
actors against each other in conducting their foreign policy. We use the Polity IV data to
create a dichotomous variable for joint democracy.”’ The variable is coded as 1 if both
states have democracy scores that are greater than or equal to 7, and is coded 0 otherwise.
There are thirty-six instances of joint democracy in the data, accounting for only 5 per cent of
the observations.

Distance. We further include a measure for the distance in miles between the capital city
of the sponsor (if one is present) and the government’s territory. The mean distance is 279
miles, the min of 0 and a max of 6,669.

Duration. As in the alliance formation model, we control for duration dependence using
an indicator that captures the number of years since the previous instance where a potential
sponsor supported a militant group against its rival target government. We include this
duration measure, along with its square and cube in the model.

Method

The data to test both Hypotheses 1 and 2 are organized as a cross-sectional time series
using a binary dependent variable (BTSCS).>® Since both the alliance and sponsorship
variables are dichotomous, we test the hypotheses using a probit model. We first test
Hypotheses 1 and 3 using the dataset on potential alliance formation. Hypotheses 1 and 2
argue that if the government’s repressive capacity is low the militants are more likely to
form bilateral alliances, whereas these groups require a sponsor to assist them when the
government’s repressive capacity is high. We test these hypotheses using three models. We
first present the results using the first weak link score, followed by the results produced by
the second. We then present a model that uses the second weak-link score and includes
regional control variables for sub-Saharan Africa, North Africa/Middle East and Asia.
Latin America is left as the excluded category.” Each model is estimated with robust
standard errors clustered on the government.

We next test Hypothesis 3 using the set of potential sponsors. The key explanatory
variable in this test is the government’s repressive power against the alliance. Our
expectation is that the potential sponsors are more likely to intervene if the
government’s repressive power is relatively high, but are more likely to free-ride (and
therefore not intervene) if the government’s repressive power is weaker. Unfortunately,
the loss of observations resulting from the use of the weak-link indicator results in
only eight observations of sponsorship, which are perfectly predicted by all three of
the weak-link indicators. Therefore, we follow Fearon and Laitin’s 2003 study and use
per capita GDP as a proxy for the government’s repressive power against the weak
link. Again, each model is estimated with robust standard errors clustered on the
government.

37 Monty G. Marshall, Keith Jaggers and Ted Robert Gurr, ‘Polity IV Project: Political Regime
Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2010’, available at: http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm

8 Please see Nathaniel Beck, Jonathan N. Katz and Richard Tucker, ‘Taking Time Seriously: Time-
Series-Cross-Section Analysis with a Binary Dependent Variable’, American Journal of Political Science,
42 (1998), 126088, for a further discussion of this data structure.

59 The results do not change if we use the first weak-link indicator as opposed to the second with the
controls.
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TABLE 3 Alliance Formationt

D.V. Alliance Formation Model 1. Model 2. Model 3.
Variable B (s.e.). B (s.e.) B (s.e.)
Weak Link 0.69 (0.28)* 0.69 (0.28)* 0.73 (0.37)*
Sponsor 0.35 (0.58) 0.35 (0.58) 0.32 (0.59)
Weak Link X Sponsor —1.5(0.73)* —1.5 (0.73)* —1.5(0.73)*
Gov. Per Capita GDP —0.12 (0.1) —0.12 (0.1) —0.2 (0.13)
Non-Contiguous —1.5 (0.55)* —1.5 (0.55)* —1.4 (0.69)**
Durability (LN) 0.1 (0.16) 0.1 (0.16) 0.12 (0.15)
Ethnic Frac. —3.02 (1.2)* —3.02 (1.2)* —2.9 (1.5)*
Religious Frac. 0.11 (0.72) 0.11 (0.72) 0.1 (0.17)
Military Exp. (LN) 0.11 (0.1) 0.11 (0.1) 0.1 (0.17)
Duration —0.87 (16)** —0.87 (16)** —0.87 (15)**
Duration? 0.07 (0.02)** 0.07 (0.02)** 0.07 (0.02)**
Duration? —0.001 (0.0) —0.001 (0.0) —0.001 (0.00)
Constant 1.5 (1.13) 1.5 (1.13) 1.7 (1.8)

N 555 555 555

Log Likelihood —181.36 —181.36 —180.3

Pr. 0.0 0.0 0.0

*p <0.05, **p <0.01
tCoefficients for Regional Dummies not reported, available on request.

RESULTS

Table 3 presents the results from the test of Hypotheses 1 and 2. Across each of the
models, the interaction term is significant and in the anticipated direction. We see that
both the weak-link score and the interaction term are significant at the 0.05 levels across
each of the tests. Interestingly enough, we see that both Models 1 and 2 produce virtually
identical results despite the different specification of the weak-link independent variable,
and the results do not change with the addition of the controls.*® Consistent with the
theoretical model’s expectations, the constitutive weak-link coefficient is positive and
significant, indicating that the probability of a bilateral alliance increases if the groups
are collectively stronger relative to the government. Further, we see that although
the sponsorship constitutive term is insignificant the interaction coefficient is negative,
significant at the 0.01 level, and larger than the weak link constitutive coefficient. These
results are robust to the control variables, and the controls tend to be in the anticipated
direction, though few of them are statistically significant. We see that per capita GDP is
negative, though not significant at the conventional levels. This indicates that increasing per
capita GDP (or making the state stronger relative to the militants) decreases the probability
of a bilateral alliance. This result is consistent with the theoretical expectations.

We also see that the non-contiguous variable is negative and significant, suggesting that
alliances are less likely to form if the territory is non-contiguous. This makes intuitive
sense, as groups operating in geographically separate enclaves may never interact with
each other, even less form alliances.

0" As a further robustness check, we re-analysed the models using all of the controls from Fearon and
Laitin’s 2003 study, ‘Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War’. The results remain consistent and the weak-
link variable along with the interaction term remain in the anticipated directions and significant.
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TABLE 4 Fit of the Alliance Model

Alliance; Prediction Pr. No Alliance Pr. Alliance Total
No Alliance 359 34 393
91% 9% 100%
92% 21% 71%
Alliance 32 131 163
20% 80% 100%
8% 79% 29%
Total 391 165
70% 30%
100% 100%

Note: Percentage predicted correctly: 88% . Pr> x* = 0.00.

Furthermore, we see that increasing ethnic fractionalization significantly decreases the
probability of alliance formation. This result suggests that alliances amongst militants are
less likely to form in states that are more ethnically diverse, perhaps due to variation in
the preferences of ethnically based militants. We see from Table 4 that the third model
performs quite well in terms of predicting alliances, and is an improvement over simply
predicting the mode of ‘no alliance’. On one hand, using the mode successfully predicts
392 of the 556 observations (71 per cent). The model, on the other hand, successfully
predicts 478/556 (86 per cent). Additionally, the model successfully predicts 80 per cent of
the alliances identified in the data. Therefore, the model improves forecasting power by
roughly 18 per cent, and reduces error by about 52 per cent.

While the coefficients are in the anticipated direction, we cannot directly interpret the effect
of the variables since they are estimated using probit models. To estimate the substantive
effect of each variable, we hold all of the variables constant while generating predicted
probabilities at various levels of our variable of interest. Since the first two hypotheses focus
on the government’s repressive power, we begin by estimating the substantive effect of
the weak-link variable. Figure 6 presents a graphical interpretation of the effects of the
explanatory variables in Model 2. We generate the predicted probabilities to estimate the
effect of increasing the weak link in bilateral alliances by holding the sponsor variable equal
to 0, and generate the second set of predicted probabilities by setting the sponsor variable
equal to 1. If we set the weak link equal to 0, indicating that the weakest militant group is in
the ‘much weaker’ category, we see that the predicted probability of a bilateral alliance is
equal to 0.07 (0.02, 0.16).%" If we then increase the weak link’s strength to the weak and above
category, the predicted probability of a bilateral alliance increases to 0.21 (0.08, 0.38).
Therefore, there is an approximately 200 per cent increase in the probability of a bilateral
alliance if the weak link in the militant groups becomes relatively stronger. This result
provides strong support for Hypothesis 1, and for the bilateral model’s empirical predictions.
We see that two groups that are better able to withstand government repression are more
likely to become allies on their own, and we are far less likely to see an alliance in a pairing
that includes at least one relatively weaker militant group.

However, if the alliance is asymmetric and includes a sponsor, we see the opposite
effect. If the sponsor variable is equal to 1, we see that the predicted probability of an

' The 95 per cent confidence intervals are in the parentheses.
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Fig. 6. Effect of increasing government repressive power on probability of alliance (bilateral and asymmetric)

alliance when the weak link=0 is 0.15 (0.02, 0.42). However, we seec that if
sponsorship = 1, the probability of an asymmetric alliance falls to 0.04 (0, 0.15). This
indicates that if a sponsor is involved, and the groups become relatively stronger,
the probability of an asymmetric alliance drops by roughly 73 per cent. These results
support the theoretical prediction that weaker groups need a guarantor, whereas
groups that are less vulnerable should prefer bilateral alliances. Interestingly enough,
these results also contradict balance of power explanations, which would argue that
vulnerable groups should be more likely to become allies in order to balance stronger
governments. We see from the results that more vulnerable groups are instead /less likely
to ally without a third party to police them, which supports the predictions of the
theoretical model.

Our final test focuses on Hypothesis 3, which was tested on the data consisting
of potential sponsors. The results from this test are presented in Table 4. We see from
Table 5 that the model performs quite well in terms of fit. While predicting ‘no
sponsorship’ successfully predicts 84 per cent of the cases, using the model correctly
predicts 97 per cent of the cases, and successfully predicts 92 per cent of the instances of
sponsorship. Although the model only modestly improves forecasting power by 15 per cent,
it reduces error by 81 per cent. We further see that the test produces a very interesting
result with respect to the joint democracy control. The joint democracy variable is positive
and significant, indicating that democracies may be more likely to support violent non-
state actors against other democracies. A quick analysis of the data suggests that this is
driven by the India/Pakistan dyad. Since observations with joint democracy account for
only 5.5 per cent of the data, and India/Pakistan dyad accounts for 28 per cent of these
observations, we can see that joint democracy appears to be working as a proxy for this
particular conflict.

In examining the test of Hypothesis 3, we see that the coefficient for the government’s
per capita GDP is positive and significant, which is supportive of the theoretical
predictions. This result indicates that states are more likely to sponsor militant groups if
the groups are relatively weak in comparison to the government. Figure 7 estimates the
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TABLE 5 Sponsor Decision to Intervene to Create Asymmetric Alliance

D.V. Sponsorship Model 4
Variable B (s.e.)
Gov. Repressive Power (per capita GDP) 0.09 (0.03)**
Capability Balance —1.6 (0.79)*
Gov. S. Aff. Score (System Leader) 7.82 (2.1)**
Spons. S. Aff. Score (System Leader) —10.76 (1.8)**
Joint Democracy 3.08 (0.39)**
Distance 0.0 (0.0)
Duration —2.4 (0.14)**
Duration? 0.21 (0.01)**
Duration® —0.01 (0.0)**
Constant 2.7 (.071)
N 657

Log Likelihood —55.78
Pr.> Chi® Pr. > x* 0.0

%p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.

TABLE 6 Fit of the Sponsor Model

Sponsorship; Prediction  Pr. No Sponsorship  Pr. Sponsorship  Total

No Sponsorship 539 12 551
98% 2% 100%
98% 11% 84%
Sponsorship 10 96 106
9% 91% 100%
2% 89% 16%
Total 549 108
84% 16%
100% 100%

Notes: Percentage predicted correctly: 97%. Pr.> x* = 0.00.

predicted probabilities of sponsorship while holding each of the other variables at their
means. We see that if we hold the government’s per capita GDP at its mean value of 4.03,
the predicted probability of sponsorship is equal to 0.34 (0.19, 0.51). If the government
becomes relatively weak, and per capita GDP is decreased by one standard deviation to
0.85, the predicted probability of sponsorship decreases to 0.25 (0.12, 0.42), which is
about a 26 per cent decrease. However, if the government appears relatively strong, and
per capita GDP is increased by one standard deviation to 7.21, the probability of
sponsorship increases to 0.44 (0.25, 0.6), which represents a 29 per cent increase.
Although the proxy of per capita GDP does not produce as substantial effects as the
sharper weak link variable, these results provide evidence in favour of Hypothesis 3. We
see that potential sponsors are less likely to intervene if the government is internally weak,
but substantially more likely to intervene if the government is likely to repress the alliance.
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Fig. 7. Effect of increasing government repressive power on probability of sponsorship

This supports the contention that sponsors are only likely to pay the cost of intervention
if they must, and will free-ride otherwise.

These findings provide evidence for our theoretical models regarding inter-group
co-operation. While groups that face weaker governments are capable of forming alliances
without sponsorship, groups facing stronger governments seek to bind themselves to an
enforcer that can guarantee the credibility of their partner. However, these groups will only
do so if their sponsor is seen as credible, and if the sponsor’s governance costs are relatively
low. Empirically, this suggests that we are most likely to observe militant alliances in cases
where a government has difficulty with repression, or a government is powerful but facing a
sponsor that is governing an alliance of weaker groups, and is heavily invested in the success
of those groups.

CONCLUSION

This study began with the question of when we should expect to observe militant
organizations forming alliances. Studies in bargaining theory suggest that by forming
alliances militants leave themselves open to exploitation by their partners. Given that
militants typically lack a ‘good’ reputation, a high prospect of future interaction and
transparent structures, militants seemingly cannot demonstrate trustworthiness, much less
trust each other to form credible commitments. Yet, we do observe co-operation between
militants, and, in some cases, this co-operation appears to thrive. From the theoretical
models, we argue that militants can form credible commitments by crafting particular
security arrangements for their circumstances. On the one hand, if militants face a weak
government with poor repressive capacity, they can form stable bilateral agreements. On
the other hand, if militants face a powerful government, they might have to rely on some
enforcement mechanism to punish defectors in order to establish credibility. The
theoretical work, and the subsequent evidence, suggests that militants often turn to
sponsors for precisely this reason. In addition to providing material goods, sponsors can
serve as a guarantor, or capo, that enforces co-operation amongst the groups. The fear of
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punishment from the sponsor enables weaker groups that genuinely need the efficiency
gains from joint action to sustain co-operation. It is no wonder that targets often fear
sponsors, since these states have the ability to blunt target efforts to divide and conquer.

In addition to addressing the puzzle of when militants will co-operate, this study offers
further insight into how non-state actors design institutions for security co-operation.
Even though weaker, vulnerable groups are frequently characterized by policy makers as
very dangerous due to their lack of constraints, it is these groups that should have the
greatest interest in regulation. Although this requires a loss in autonomy, it allows groups
to survive. This explains the freqently found pattern of sponsors allying with groups that
are politically weak.®? By contrast, less vulnerable militants will prefer weaker institutions
that rely mainly on reputation. If militants reach this level of strength, they can establish
co-operation based on the prospect of future interactions, without imposing costly
constraints on their behaviour. A possible area for future research is to extend the
theoretical model into the realm of larger alliances, such as those involving N players or
complex networks. From the model’s perspective, it may be interesting to see whether an
alliance can be sustained by a state sponsor in this setting, or to see whether the stronger
groups simply eliminate and/or absorb the weaker factions and form a bilateral alliance.

From a policy standpoint, the models demonstrate that playing on the mutual
incentives to defect is one of the best weapons available to states facing potential militant
alliances. Rather than looking at negotiation in a negative light, the model illustrates that
negotiating with militants prevents alliances from forming and, consequently, prevents
militants from strengthening. While it may be true that adopting a conciliatory policy
may encourage more political violence, it does preclude militants from uniting and,
therefore, might deny these groups the efficiency gains of an alliance. The exception to
this, however, is that if militants gain sponsorship, it becomes more difficult for states
to turn the partners in the alliance against each other. In these cases, it might be advisable
to negotiate directly with a sponsor in order to increase the perception that the sponsor is
non-credible. Doing so might prevent militants from initially forming alliances, or induce
the militants within the alliance to break co-operation amongst themselves.

MATHEMATICAL APPENDIX
1 Bilateral
1.1 Fulfilment Subgame

A/B Co — operate Exploit
Co — operate (I=pg0)o—cy ; 1-Bp—cy;
(I1—pg0)6—cp i
Exploit 7, 0;
1—-Bg—cs 0

1. (Co — operate, co — operate): 1= 5~ Cy>m —Cp>m

3 3
(1= pq0 1= (1—pq0)

2 Byman er al., Trends in Outside Support for Insurgent Movements.
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2. (Co — operate, exploit): 1= ﬁﬂ) —Cy>0; n> ﬁ Cp
3. (Exploit, co — operate): n>6/(1 (1=pg0))—C 4; 1_(1‘3 7 —Cp>0
4. (Exploit, exploit): 0>8/(1—(1—Bp))—C; 0 > = " 5 —Cs

Condition 1 (Exploit, exploit) is Nash if: © > W —Cyorm> ﬁ — Cp. If n <min{é/
(1=(1=pgq0))—C4; 6/(1—=(1—pq0))—Cp}, {Co — operate, co — operate} is also Nash. If true,

{Co — operate, co—operate} Pareto dominates { Exploit, exploit}.

1.2 Government

Condition 2 Negotiate if: 1 — (ﬁ — C> > pq0 — Cg where C = max{C,, Cg}.

1.3 Militants

1. If C4> Cp & Condition 2 is true: B rejects if ——— CB > m — Cp. Simplified: é > 2
Since B8 > 1 and 1 > §, this condition is always true .. {Propose, exploit}; {Reject, exploit};
{Negotiate} is SPE.

2. If Cg> C, & Condition 2 is true: B accepts ifﬁg —Cp> 5 — CB Simplified, 6 > p0. A ~ Propose
since ﬁ —Cy< m — C4, which simplifies to: /fp < 1 oo if 8>p0, {~Propose,
exploit}; {Accept, exploit}; {Negotiate} is SPE. Else, {~P10pose exploit}; {Reject, exploit};
{Negotiate} is SPE.

3. If C4> Cp & Condition 2 is false: B accepts ifﬁ —Cp> 1=q—% (1 — Cp, which simplifies
to 6> ph. A Proposes if ﬁ —Cy> ﬁ_m — C4, which snnphﬁes to 6 >¢b. If true,
{Propose, co — operate}; { Accept, co — operate}, {~ Negotiate} is SPE. Else, {~ Propose, exploit};
{Reject, exploit}; {~Negotiate} is SPE.

4. If Cp>C,4 & Condition 2 is false: B accepts if 6 > p0. A Proposes if 6 > ¢0. If true, {Propose,
co — operate}; {Accept, co — operate}, {~Negotiate} is SPE. Else, {~ Propose, exploit}; { Reject,
exploit}; {~Negotiate} is SPE.

2 Asymmetry
2.1 Fulfilment Subgame

Define V* = C L and define V** = o +CC~"1 Let V'e(V*, V*) represent the belief that S will
not sustain co- operatlon throughout the alliance. Let 7 = V* if Condition 2 is true, and let V' = P**
where Condition 2 is false.

A/B Co — operate exploit
Co — operate (1—pg0)8ds—c4 ; 1-Bp—cy;
(1=pqt)86s — cp T«
Exploit - 0;
1—Bg—cp 0

. 90 . s
1_ (C() — operate, co — ()p@rate). WM + oy > 7, m +oag>m

. (Co — operate, exploit):1/(1—(1—-Bp))—C,>0; &= > 1«+M + a
3 (Exploit, co — operate : 7> (88,)/(1—((1=V")(1 pq@)))+a —Cg>0
. (Exploit, exploit): 0> 1/(1=(1=8p))—C,; 0 > 5

O s
> T—(=PBg)
—a-pp ~ CB
i . o e S5 55,
Condition 3 (Exploit, exploit) is Nash if: ©n > m +o If n< m,
{Co — operate, co — operate} is also Nash. If true, {Co — operate, co — operate} Pareto dominates { Exploit,
exploit}.
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2.2 Government

Condition 4 Negotiate if: 1 — [m + a} > pq0 — Cg

2.3 Militants

I.

A Propose if = 7 — Cy4 > max u - and ~Propose otherwise. If both 1/8¢—C | B> max{0,
1/g—C B} and 1{) Cy> max 0,; —CA}, {Propose, co — operate}; {Accept, co — operate},
{Negotiate} is SPE. Since % —Cp< é — Cgand ﬁ —Cy< 117 — Cy, this cannot be true.
. A{~Propose, exploit}; {Reject, exploit}, {Negotiate} is SPE.

If Condition 2 is true and Condition 4 is false: B accepts if % — Cp. A Proposes
if 17«+M — Cy4. If both conditions are true: {Propose, co — operale} {Accept,
co — operate}, {~ Negozzate} Else {~ Propose, exploit}; { Reject, exploit}, {~Negotiate}

If Condmon 2 is false and Condition 4 is true: If CA>CB, B accepts if % —Cp >
m Cp, which simplifies to § > p0. A Proposes if (71’(10) Cy> ﬁ — Cy4, which
simplifies to 6 > ¢0. If true, { Propose, co — operate}; { Accept, co — operate}, {~Negotiate} is SPE.
Else, {~Propose, exploit}; {Reject, exploit}; {~Negotiate} is SPE. If Cp> C,, B accepts if
6>pl. A Proposes if 6>q0. If true, {Propose, co — operate}; {Accept, co — operate},
{~Negotiate} is SPE Else, {~ Propose, exploit}; {Reject, exploit}; {~Negotiate} is SPE.

If Conditions 2 and 4 are true: B acceits if 1/Bg—Cp>max{0, 1/g—Cp} and rejects otherwise.

4. If Conditions 2 and 4 are false: B accepts if ((88s)/(1— ((l V' (xx))(1—pq0))), 8/
: 99,
(1=(1=pgb)~Cp) > L = Cp. A Proposes if (=5 =gy — C4) > = Ca- If
both conditions are true: {Propose, co — operate}; {Accept, co — operate}, {Negotiate}. Else
{~Propose, exploit}; {Reject, exploit}, {~ Negotiate}.
2.4 Sponsor

Condition 5 {S: Sponsor, A: Propose, co— operate; B: Accept, co— operate; G: ~Negotiate} is SPE if:

1.

2
3.
4

Condition 4 is false.

) W >1} Cy.
T 0 O

L IfV = V**,f—CS>O If —CS<O Sponsor if V'—cs>0 and ~Sponsor otherwise.
If V' =V**, I—V_CS_ —Cs— 1 ‘)‘ < 0 Sponsor if V! —Cy > ‘)‘ and

~Sponsor otherwise.
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